


TABLE 3. U. S. AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS BY IMPORTING COUNTRY
CLASSIFICATION, FISCAL YEARS 1970 AND 1980
(Values in millions of dollars)

Importer 1970
Classification Value Percent

Developed
Countries a/ 4,281 . 6*

Less Developed
Countries b/ 2,289 34

Centrally
Planned
Countries £/ 151 2

Total/Average 6,721 100

Compound
1980 Growth Rate

Value Percent (In percents)

20,289 50 16.8

14,275 35 20.1

5,917 15 44.3

40,481 100 19.7

SOURCE: U. S. Department of Agriculture, "Foreign Agricultural Trade
Statistics of the United States," various issues.

a. Western Europe, 3apan, Canada, and Oceania.

b. All other countries.

c. Soviet Union, China, and Eastern European members of the Soviet
Bloc.
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TABLE 4. U.S. AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS BY COMMODITY, FISCAL
YEARS 1981, 1982, AND 1983
(Values in millions of dollars)

Commodities

Grains and Feeds
Wheat and flour
Rice
Coarse grains a/
Other

Oilseeds and
Products

Soybeans
Soybean cake

and meal
Soybean oil
Other

Livestock and
Products

Poultry and
Products

Dairy Products

Horticultural
Products

Tobacco

Cotton and L inters

Seeds

1981

(21,900)
7,965
1,537

10,512
1,886

(9,400)
5,986

1,599
457

1,358

3,148

765

243

3,084

1,339

2,248

283

1982

(17,615)
7,615
1,149
7,051
1,800

(9,730)
6,479

1,453
498

1,300

3,164

579

372

2,851

1,486

2,163

296

Forecast Percent Change
1983 from 1981

(15,600)
6,500

800
6,800
1,500

(9,100)
5,900

1,600
500

1,100

3,000

500

400

2,600

1,500

1,800

300

(-28.8)
-18.4
-48.0
-35.3
-20.5

(-3.2)
-1.4

0.0
9.4

-19.0

-4.7

-34.6

64.6

-15.7

12.0

-19.9

6.0

Sugar and Tropical
Products b/ 1.372 839 700 -48.9

Total 43,780 39,094 35,500 -18.9

SOURCE: U. S. Department of Agriculture, "Outlook for U. S. Agricul-
tural Exports" (May 17, 1983).

NOTES: Parentheses indicate subtotals. Minus signs indicate net declines.

a. Includes corn, oats, barley, grain sorghum, and rye.

b. Includes other miscellaneous items.
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TABLE 5. U. S. AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS BY IMPORTING REGION,
FISCAL YEARS 1981, 1982, AND 1983
(Values in millions of dollars)

Importing
Region

Western Europe
European

Community
Other Western

Europe

Eastern Europe

Soviet Union

Asia
West Asia
South Asia
Southeast and

East Asia
Japan
China

Canada

North Africa

Other Africa

Latin America

Oceania

Total/Average

1981

(11,824)

8,921

2,903

2,056

1,706

(16,133)
1,780

598

4,832
6,739
2,184

2,141

1,514

1,331

6,870

208

43,780

Preliminary
1982

(12,164)

8,894

3,270

920

2,322

(14,137)
1,486

711

4,383
5,737
1,819

1,872

1,389

1,058

4,938

294

39,094

Forecast Percent Change
1983 from 1981

(10,700)

8,100

2,600

800

1,200

(13,800)
1,600
1,300

4,500
5,600

800

1,700

1,600

1,000

4,500

200

35,500

(-9.5)

-9.2

-10.4

-61.1

-29.7

(-14.5)
-10.1
117.4

-6.9
-16.9
-63.4

-20.6

5.7

-24.9

-34.5

-3.8

-18.9

SOURCE: U. S. Department of Agriculture, "Outlook for U. S. Agricul-
tural Exports" (May 17, 1983).

NOTES: Parentheses indicate subtotals. Minus signs indicate net declines.
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TABLE 6. U. S. AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS BY COUNTRY
CLASSIFICATION, FISCAL YEARS 1981, 1982, AND 1983
(Values in millions of dollars)

Classification

Developed
Countries <*/

Less Developed
Countries b/

Centrally
Planned
Countries £/

Total/Average

1981

20,912

16,925

5,9*6

43,780

Preliminary
1982

20,067

13,965

5,061

39,09*

Forecast
1983

18,200

14,500

2,800

35,500

Percent Change
from 1981

-13.0

-14.3

-52.9

-18.9

SOURCE: U. S. Department of Agriculture, "Outlook for U. S. Agricul-
tural Exports" (May 17, 1983).

NOTE: Minus signs indicate net declines.

a. Western Europe, Japan, Canada, and Oceania.

b. All other countries.

c. Soviet Union, China, and Eastern European members of the Soviet
Bloc.





SECTION n. THE AGRICULTURAL EXPORT ENVIRONMENT

International trade in agricultural products is influenced in important
ways by the policies of importing and exporting nations. The United States,
by virtue of its large market shares of trade in basic crops and its relatively
free trade policies, is particularly exposed to the destabilizing effects of
unanticipated changes in other nations' policies—not only their food, agri-
cultural, and trade policies, but also their macroeconomic and foreign
policies as well. To add to the context for considering possible export
subsidies, this section recapitulates some of those external influences and
how they can affect U. S. agricultural exports.

NATIONAL POLICIES INFLUENCING TRADE

In general, governments intervene substantially in the international
markets for all major crops of importance to the United States, with the
exception of soybeans. The effects of the various trade mechanisms on the
level of U. S. agricultural trade are mixed. In some cases, protecting
consumers from international price fluctuations has tended to expand the
demand for imports. In other cases, however, where protection focuses on
producers1 interests, such policies discourage trade. (The most noteworthy
case is the European Community, as discussed in the Appendix.)

Most importers and exporters of agricultural commodities use one or
more mechanisms to protect domestic markets—that is, to insulate their
own producers and/or consumers from fluctuations in international trade and
prices. Most such intervention, which can involve limits on imports or
exports, or subsidization or taxation of exports, is undertaken as a conse-
quence of domestic food and agricultural policies. For example, when a
government intervenes in agricultural product markets to support prices,
imports need to be restricted to minimize the public costs of domestic
programs. Further, if production exceeds amounts that can be sold at an
artificially established, or supported, price, then export subsidies are
required to keep costly stocks from accumulating. A current example is the
United States1 dairy price support policy; this mechanism requires restric-
tions on dairy product imports to help contain the costs of domestic
surpluses to the U. S. Treasury. Another example is the EC's Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) for several commodities, which entails both
import levies and export subsidies.
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Despite the large increase in the volume of world agricultural trade in
the 1970s, the degree of government intervention or protectionism in
international agricultural product markets has not lessened. \J Among com-
modities, however, there is wide variation as to the degree of government
intervention.

Wheat. Among the basic crops the United States exports—wheat,
feed grains, rice, cotton, and soybeans—wheat is the most heavily protected
commodity in international trade. Nearly all major wheat importers, such
as the Soviet Union and China, are "state traders"; this means that those
nations1 wheat purchases are contracted by state trading monopolies. On
the exporter side, the large share of wheat trade from the United States
(45 percent to 50 percent) has kept the world wheat market somewhat free.
But virtually all the other exporters practice some form of market manipu-
lation; Australia and Canada, for example, operate state trading monopolies.
And the EC, which now commands about 17 percent of world wheat trade (as
compared to about half that share a decade ago), protects high internal
price support levels with variable import levies, and it directly subsidizes
the export of surpluses.

Feed grains. World import trade in feed grains is appreciably freer
than in wheat, but only about one-fourth of world corn imports are
purchased by two relatively free traders—Japan and Taiwan. Because of
the dominance of the United States, which accounts for 60 percent to
70 percent of world trade in feed grains, world export trade has less
government intervention that affects wheat. In addition, Thailand operates
as a free trader; Argentina, which has grown in importance as an exporter of
feed grains, as well as wheat, vacillates between a relatively free trade
stance and a state trading monopoly. Other exporters, such as Canada,
Australia, and South Africa are state traders. In addition, the EC also
employs variable import levies on corn and subsidizes the export of feed
grains, mainly barley from France.

Cotton and Soybeans. In cotton, both import and export trade have
become more restrictive over the last two decades. World cotton trade
grew only about 15 percent from 1960 through 1980, and the United States,
and a few smaller free traders, mainly Mexico and Turkey, generally lost
market shares to state traders such as the Soviet Union and Pakistan. On
the import side, the import share of major free traders—member nations of
the EC, Japan, Korea, Taiwan, and Hong Kong—declined over the 1960-1980
period, while Eastern European countries continued to be large importers.

1. Based on unpublished U. S. Department of Agriculture analysis by the
International Economics Division of the Economic Research Service.
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China became a large purchaser, but since 1980, China's cotton imports have
fallen. As a result of these changes, both exports and imports in cotton are
now roughly balanced between free and state traders.

Soybean trade remains relatively free because of the dominance of the
United States as a supplier and the fact that Japan and the EC do not
intervene in the market for soybeans and other oilseeds.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE UNITED STATES

The United States, because of its dominant role as the single largest
supplier of wheat, feed grains, cotton, and soybeans, bears the brunt of
adjustment to changes in global production, consumption, and trade. By
muting most countries1 responses to fluctuations in prices and quantities,
most of the protectionist policies influencing international agricultural
trade work to destabilize the world market. By and large, this means that
the burden of adjustment to changes in trade falls on a few free trading
nations, and mainly on the United States. For example, in response to
excess supply, the United States alone typically makes reductions in acreage
planted. This year, the United States is making the largest ever acreage
reduction ever undertaken, while other grain-exporting nations are generally
expanding acreage.

In terms of market shares, the United States, because of its production
capacity and large stocks, is typically in a position to capture the largest
share of expanding world markets. On the other hand, in contracting world
markets, the United States has difficulty maintaining relative market
shares; this is simply because other exporters, with much smaller market
shares, compete vigorously to maintain and enhance their markets. Such
competition comes in the form of explicit export subsidies to offset high
internal prices; the prime example can be found in the EC. In the case of
Canada, Australia, and other countries that produce specifically for export,
competition is intense because state trading monopolies can compete in
price and other terms of trade. In most cases, other grain exporters can and
do sell most of their exportable surplus. As a result, the United States, as a
residual supplier, is typically in a position of meeting the remaining market
needs.

Adding to the problems the United States faces as a residual supplier
has been a proliferation of long-term bilateral agreements between these
competitors and importing nations. Under these agreements, an importer
agrees to buy and an exporter agrees to sell a minimum quantity of a
commodity over a specified period of years. An important effect of such
agreements is the exclusion of the United States from a particular market
and a reduction in the residual market. This can result in greater market
instability.
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SECTION ffl. EXPORT EXPANSION POLICIES

Although the United States encourages liberal trade for those crops
for which it has a comparative advantage—grains, soybeans, and cotton—at
the same time, it also pursues certain restrictive policies to protect
domestic producers. In particular, the United States imposes import quotas
and other means to limit the importation of beef, dairy products, and sugar.
Also to further the interests of U. S. producers, the United States operates
various agricultural export programs. Export subsidies—some already in
effect and others now under consideration—would augment these efforts to
assist U. S. growers.

CURRENT EXPORT PROGRAMS

The federal government operates a number of export expansion
programs to help U. S. producers of such basic crops as grains. In these
commodities, competition among the few supplying nations (Argentina,
Australia, Canada, the European Community, and the United States) is
especially keen. Government programs to expand exports include export
credits and export credit guarantees, and concessional sales and donations
under the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954
(P. L. 480). Under the export credit guarantee programs, the Commodity
Credit Corporation (CCC) guarantees that, in the event of nonpayment by a
purchasers bank, U. S. exporters or their assignees will receive payment. In
addition, the CCC makes direct interest-free loans in combination with
guaranteed loans under the so-called "blended credit program"~$l of
interest-free loans for every $4 of guaranteed loans. Before 1981, the CCC
made direct short-term export credit loans at interest rates greater than
the CCC's cost of borrowing from the Treasury or at a rate above the U. S.
prime rate. In 1979, these direct loans were phased out in favor of
guaranteed loans. In 1983, $350 million in direct loans are programmed as a
part of the blended credit program.

About 18 percent of total U. S. agricultural exports are financed under
government programs (see Table 7). Nearly 90 percent of total government
export financing is allocated to wheat, feed grains, soybeans (and meal and
oil), cotton, and rice. The share of exports financed under government
programs in 1983 is estimated to be about twice the average share financed
over the 1976-1982 period.
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Aside from food aid under P. L. 480, only about 5 percent of U. S.
agricultural exports—those financed under the blended export credit pro-
gram and the recent sale of flour to Egypt—have a direct subsidy compo-
nent. Under the terms of the Egyptian flour sale effected in January 1983,
U. S. milling firms will submit bids to the government on the number of
bushels of wheat needed to deliver one metric ton of flour to Egypt at a
price of $155 per metric ton, with a total sale of one million metric tons.
(At the time of the Egyptian flour sale agreement, French flour delivered to
Egypt was selling at $172 to $175 per metric ton.) Successful bidders will be
paid in government-owned wheat drawn from CCC-owned stocks.

The taxpayer cost of these direct export subsidies, though larger than
at any time since the mid-1970s, is still quite small. For the blended credit
program, the interest cost is about $35 million, and the cost of the flour sale
is estimated at $185 million; thus, in 1983, the total taxpayer cost of direct
export subsidies is about $220 million. (In addition, the CCC would incur an
additional $30 million in interest costs over 198* and 1985, because most of
the blended credit loans are repaid over three years.)

This estimate of taxpayer cost should be qualified from at least two
perspectives. First, if everything else remains constant, the additional
exports induced by the blended export credit program might reduce CCC
price support costs by about $50 million in 1983, thereby reducing the direct
subsidy cost. (If all the blended export credit loans were applied to wheat
and feed grains, then the price support savings might nearly double.) From a
budgetary viewpoint, assuming that loans are repaid, the blended export
credit program offers the advantage of low subsidy costs relative to
amounts of exports financed. In contrast, the direct CCC costs incurred
under the Egyptian flour sale, after netting out the $20 million in savings in
wheat storage costs, are quite large compared to the actual export of wheat
flour. Second, the outstanding export credit guarantee loans, estimated at
$6.6 billion at the end of this fiscal year, represent a potential cost to
taxpayers in the event of default.

The implementation of direct export subsidies in 1983, though equal to
less than 1 percent of the value of total agricultural exports, represents a
substantial departure from U. S. export policy since the early 1970s. Now,
however, there is Congressional interest in implementing additional mea-
sures to expand exports by means of some type of direct subsidy. The
following discussion looks at export subsidies in general and examines some
of their potential consequences.
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EXPORT SUBSIDIES

In this paper, the term export subsidization means the provision of
agricultural products to a foreign buyer at a net cost below what would
otherwise be paid. The subsidy, paid by the U. S. taxpayer, can take the
form of a reduced price for the product, a reduced price (lower interest
rate) for export credit, a lower transportation cost, or reduced prices for
other services. Such subsidies can be applied in one of two ways: uniformly
to every unit of agricultural product exported, or targeted toward specific
foreign buyers. At present, such subsidies—represented by the Egyptian
flour sale—are targeted, and they take the forms of interest-free export
credits and reduced product prices. Under P. L. 480 concessional sales and
overseas donations, export subsidies include reduced prices, low interest
rates and long repayment terms, and reduced ocean transport costs.
Furthermore, under P. L. 480, the United States bears the costs of pro-
cessing certain raw agricultural products into foods. The main conclusion of
this analysis is that targeted subsidies can be more cost effective than
uniform subsidies.

Uniform Subsidy

Although not now used by the United States, uniform export subsidies
were used until the early 1970s on a number of products—mainly wheat,
upland cotton, rice, feed grains, and tobacco. These uniform subsidies were
used because U. S. prices were too far above international prices, by and
large, because of government price supports. In the mid-1960s, the United
States began to reduce price support levels for grains and upland cotton to
encourage exports. Wheat export subsidies, the last such uniform subsidies,
were ended in 1972, when world trade and prices increased sharply.

In general, a uniform export subsidy for wheat is estimated to increase
federal outlays, to benefit foreign consumers, but to yield relatively small
benefits for U. S. wheat farmers. These conclusions derive from a recent
analysis of a uniform subsidy applied to U. S. wheat exports, which helps to
understand the possible economic consequences of this form of sup-
port. 17 This study indicates that a subsidy that reduced the export price of
wheat by about 10 percent would have a net taxpayer cost, after price
support savings, of about $650 million. Furthermore, the uniform subsidy
would result in a transfer of U. S. income to wheat-importing countries of

1. See Bob F. Jones and Jerry A. Sharpies, "Production Controls and/or
Export Subsidies,11 paper presented at Farm Science Days, Purdue
University, West Lafayette, Indiana (January 11, 1983).
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more than $600 million. Wheat farmers in the United States would benefit
from larger exports and higher prices, but at roughly $320 million—about
half the net cost to taxpayers—their net income gain would be small.

Targeted Subsidy

For a targeted export subsidy to be effective, it must induce the
importer to buy more of the subsidized product in total than would be the
case without the subsidy. If the importer simply bought subsidized wheat
and reduced its normal commercial purchases from the United States, the
subsidy would have no impact on world market prices. The United States
would not increase exports; it would merely transfer income equal to the
value of the subsidy to the importing country.

Similarly, if the importer increased wheat purchases from the United
States, but not total purchases including other products, then other ex-
porters—competing sellers—to that importer would have reduced sales. In
turn, these competitors would probably try to sell the displaced wheat in
other countries. Competition would cause a shift in trade patterns, but the
world price and the U. S. price probably would be unchanged. The U. S. gain
in the targeted importing country would be offset by losses to competitors
in other markets. In either case, the United States would pay a subsidy to
the targeted importers but obtain little benefit.

If, in contrast, the importer increased its total wheat imports because
of the subsidy, this would mean a small increase in the world import demand
for wheat. This in turn would put a slight upward pressure on prices
received by exporters. Even though competitors would respond to lost sales
in the targeted country by increasing competition in other markets, these
effects would be likely. As a result, the net gain to the United States would
be less than the increase in its exports to the targeted country.

CONCLUSIONS

The net effects of U. S. export subsidies on agricultural exports simply
cannot be predicted with certainty. This does not mean that targeted
subsidies cannot increase exports nor at a minimum, maintain markets.
Much of the uncertainty arises from the United States1 being a major
supplier of basic agricultural products, with the result that it can be
affected in several markets by other nations1 responses to U. S. actions. The
main certain results of export subsidies are that they require federal
outlays, and they transfer income from the United States to those countries
importing subsidized commodities.
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Targeted export subsidies could be more cost effective than uniform
subsidies in increasing U. S. agricultural exports. A targeted subsidy—if it
increases the total quantity of world exports—puts upward pressures on the
world price faced by nontargeted importers. This is the opposite effect of
the uniform subsidy. The targeted subsidy would be paid only on wheat to
the specific importer; all other U. S. wheat exports would be sold at the
competitive world price. The latter should be marginally higher as a result
of the subsidy, not lower, as is the case with the uniform subsidy.

To be effective, however, an export subsidy must increase total
exports to targeted markets. But it is virtually impossible to assure such
results. Z/ In most cases, the use of a targeted export subsidy has the
potential to displace U.S. commercial sales and increase competition in
other markets. And the risks of export subsidies go beyond possibly
displacing commercial sales and increasing competition for the subsidized
product.

First, exporters affected by U. S. subsidies could take steps to
increase the competition in markets for other agricultural products impor-
tant to the United States. Second, affected exporters could take steps to
restrict their imports of U. S. agricultural products. (For example, the
Economic Community could impose a quota and/or a levy on corn gluten
feed imports, a variable levy on soybean imports, or a tax on vegetable oils.)
Any of these possible actions would work against U. S. agricultural exports.
Third, affected exporters could react by altering nonagricultural trade with
the United States. And finally, affected exporters might respond in areas
that go beyond trade.

2. For example, "additionally"—as used here, the ability to add to total
agricultural exports, rather than simply displace commercial trans-
actions—is generally thought to be relatively small for export credit
programs, perhaps $30 to $60 per $100 of loans.
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TABLE 7. U. S. AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS FINANCED UNDER
GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS, FISCAL YEAR 1983

Source of
Export Financing

Blended Export Credit

Guarantee Export Credit

Egyptian Flour Sale

Subtotal

P. L. 480 I/
Titles I-III
Title II

Subtotal

Total

Amount
(In billions
of dollars)

1.75

3.40

Q.16

(5.31)

0.75
0.41

(1.16)

6.46

Percent of Total
Agricultural Exports

4.9

9.6

0.4

(14.9)

2.1
1.2

(3.3)

18.2

SOURCE: United States Department of Agriculture.

NOTES: Parentheses denote subtotals. Details may not add to totals
because of rounding.

a. Value of commodities shipped.
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APPENDIX. AGRICULTURAL POLICY
IN THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY

The European Community's internal price support levels for many
domestically grown farm products are substantially above world price levels,
with several effects. On the one hand, high price levels cause European
consumers to pay more and eat less; a recent study indicates that the high
prices maintained under the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) cost EC
consumers about $30 billion a year, or $107 per person. I/ On the other
hand, high price supports encourage increased farm output. To help protect
domestic producers and to keep national treasury costs from rising even
faster, import levies are used to assure that lower-priced imported com-
modities compete on an equal price basis. In addition, to help dispose of
surpluses and to prevent stocks from building, export refunds, or subsidies,
are used to stimulate exports. These help the EC to follow a policy of low
and stable stocks; the ratio of stocks to consumption for grains in the EC is
much lower than in the United States.

Nearly half the EC's budget for agriculture (The European Agricultural
Guidance and Guarantee Fund—EAGGF), about $7 billion, goes for export
refunds, mainly for dairy products, wheat and flour, barley, beef and veal,
sugar, poultry, and pork. Expenditures under the EAGGF, about $15 billion
in 1982, have more than tripled since 1975, and today they account for about
two-thirds of total EC budget spending. 2J In addition to EC agriculture
expenditures, total spending on agriculture by member nations was about
$21 billion in 1980. 3/

Cereal export refunds, mainly for wheat, have nearly quadrupled in
five years, as high internal prices have encouraged growing surpluses. At
present, the export refund for EC wheat is about $2.20 per bushel,

1. See Stephen L. Magiera, 'The Consumer Cost of the CAP," in Selected
Papers on the Common Agricultural Policy and US-EC Trade, U. S.
Department of Agriculture, International Economics Division, Eco-
nomic Research Service (April 1982).

2. Data provided by the U. S. Department of Agriculture, International
Economics Division, Economic Research Service.

3. See Magiera, "The Consumer Cost of the CAP."





approximately 45 percent of the world price.*/ For all EC agricultural
exports, export refunds are equal to about $20 for every $100 in value of
exports.

Export subsidies, as well as the effect of high internal prices and
increasing production, have increased EC exports substantially. The EC's
agricultural exports (measured in dollars) increased at a faster rate than
world agricultural exports over the 1974-1982 period. As a result, EC
exports to non-EC countries as a percent of world agricultural exports rose
from nearly 10 percent in 1974 to about 13 percent in 1982. Between 1974
and 1981, the EC's share of world trade increased significantly for wheat,
beef, and dairy products. In contrast, the U. S. share of total world
agricultural exports remained fairly constant at 17 percent to 18 percent
during the same period.

In terms of total grains, the EC is now a net exporter, a major reversal
from being a net importer during most of the 1970s—mainly as a conse-
quence of its protectionist agricultural policies. 2/ European grain produc-
tion has grown, with both wheat and feed grain output expanding in the
1970s. In the case of wheat, the EC has been able to subsidize the export of
its surplus and more than double its share of world wheat exports over the
past decade to about 17 percent. For feed grains, the EC has substituted
domestically produced feed grains for imported grains—mainly U. S.
corn—to the degree that EC feed grain imports are now about half the level
of the early 1970s.

Yet, not all EC policies work against the import of agricultural
products. The CAP insulates grain production and markets from the
influence of world markets and maintains high internal grain prices. As a
result, feed manufacturers in the EC have replaced more expensive EC
grains with large imports of nongrain feeds. These nongrain feeds—in-
cluding milled grain byproducts, corn gluten feed and meal, oilseeds
(including soybeans), and oilseed meals—are not to subject variable levies
and are therefore available to feed manufacturers at world prices. With
respect to nongrain feeds, these policies have encouraged U. S. exports to
the EC of soybeans, soybean meal, and corn gluten products.

4. Based on an export refund of $80 per metric ton and a price of $177.50
per metric ton of U. S. No. 2 hard red winter wheat delivered in
Rotterdam.

5. See Ulrich Koester, Policy Options for the Grain Economy of the
European Community; Implications for Developing Countries, Re-
search Report 35, International Food Policy Research Institute, Wash-
ington, D. C., (November 1982) p. 11.
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The United States1 agricultural trade with the EC reflects the effects
of EC policies. The EC imported $9.6 billion of U. S. farm products in 1980,
as compared to $1.9 billion in 1970; and in 1980, the EC had a $8.2 billion
agricultural trade deficit with the United States. In the 1970s, however, the
EC's share of U. S. agricultural exports fell from 29 percent to 2* percent.
In general, the decline in U. S. grain exports to the EC was more than made
up by soybeans and other commodities not subject to the EC's variable
import levies. Since 1980, however, U. S. agricultural exports to the EC
have fallen, to about $8 billion in 1983, or about 22 percent of total U. S.
agriculture exports. Despite the fact that the EC had a $6 billion
agricultural trade deficit with the United States in 1982, the EC's policies
make the EC a relatively stagnant market for agricultural products.
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